AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 



The applicant submits a Replacement Sheet numbercd 4 of 8. The Replacement 
Sheet is attached as Exhibit 1 to the response, and is labeled as "Replacement Sheet" in 
its top margin. 
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REMARKS 

In the Response the Applicant amends claims 1-9, 19, and 21-22; cancels claims 
12 and 14-16; and adds new claims 23-31. No new matter was added. Accordingly, 
claims 1-1 1 and 19-31 are pending in the application. The application thereby has 2 

independent claims and 26 dependent claims, which is fewer than the claims for which 
applicant has previously paid. Accordingly, no additional claim fee is due. 

A. Information Disclosure Statement 

In Paragraph 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner requests that the applicant 
submit a proper IDS- which will be filed during the period of response. 

B. Objections to the Specification 

1. In paragraph 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner requests a more descriptive 
title for the application. In response, the Applicant has amended the title to read: 

On-Chip Debugging System With Shared Data Path and 
Sustained Evidence. 

2. In Paragraph 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner asks that the Applicant 
conects any eiTors in the application. Accordingly, the applicant provides replacement 
paragraphs in the section entitled 'Amendments to the Specification'. Each numbered 
paragraph replaces a like-numbered paragraph from the application as published. 

3. In Paragraph 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner asks the applicant to submit 
a replacement paragraph for updating the reference to the provisional application. 
Accordingly, the applicant provides a replacement paragraph [0001] in the section 
entitled 'Amendments to the Specification', 

C. Objections to the Drawings 

In Paragraph 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to Figure 4 as filed. In 
response, the applicant submits a Replacement Sheet having a clearer version of Figure 4. 
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D. Claim Objections 

1. In Paragraph 8 of the Oftlce Action, the Examiner objects to the claims for 
inconsistent use of dashes, in paiticular to fast-response and low-level. The applicant has 
amended the claims to consistently hyphenate "fast-response", and the phrase "low-level" 
is not present in the claims as amended. 

2. In Paragraph 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to claim 1 for a 
grammatical error. The applicant has removed the identified error from claim 1 . 

3. In Par agraph 10 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to claim 2 for a 
giammatical error. The applicant has removed the identified enor iVom claim 2. 

4. In Paragraph 1 1 of the Office Action, tlie Examiner objects to claim 3 for a 
grammatical error. The applicant has removed the identified error from claim 3. 

5. In Paragraph 12 of the Office Action, tire Examiner objects to claim 12 for a 
grammafical eiTor. The applicant has cancelled claim 12, so this objection is mooted. 

6. In Paragraph 13 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to claim 14 for 
grammatical errors. The applicant lias cancelled claim 14, so this objection is mooted. 

7. In Paragraph 14 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to claim 16 for a 
grammatical eiTor. The applicant has cancelled claim 16, so this objection is mooted. 

E. Claim Rejections Under 35 USC §112 

1. In Paragraphs 15-17 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-3 
under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. The Applicant has amended 
independent claim 1 to remove the reference to "major", and has amended claims 2 and 3 
to depend from amended claim 1 . Accordingly, the Applicant believes claims 1-3 are 
definite under 35 USC §112. 
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2. In Paragraph 18 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claim 7 under 35 
use §112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for having an insufficient antecedent 
basis. Tlie applicant has amended claim 1, from which claim 7 depends, to expressly cite 
"a data path." Accordingly, the Applicant believes claim 7 is definite under 35 USC 
§112. 

3. In Paragraph 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claim 12 under 35 
USC §112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for having an insufficient antecedent 
basis. The applicant has cancelled claim 12, so this rejection is mooted. 

4. In Paragraph 20 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claim 4-1 1 under 
35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite due to their dependency on allegedly 
indefinite claims. Claims 4-1 1 all depend directly or indirectly from claim 1, which is 
now believed to be definite. Accordingly, the Applicant believes claims 4-1 1 are definite 
under35USC§112. 

F. Claim Rejections Under 35 USC if 102 

1. In Paragraphs 21-22 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-12, 
14-16, and 19-22 under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent No. 5,740,449. 
("Densham".) 

a. The pendine claims. The claims as pending have two independent claims, 
numbers 1 and 19. All other pending claims depend either directly or indirectly from the 
independent claims. The applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner can not find all 
the claimed limitations in Densham, and therefore, Densham cannot anticipate the 
claimed invention. For example, both independent claims 1 and 19 cite a limitation of 
having a "fast-response circuit configurable to extract sustained evidence data. . .". The 
applicant respectfully submits that Densham has no such structure and is incapable of 
providing sustained evidence. Instead, Densham merely discloses the collection of a very 
limited number of small chunks of data. Impoilantly, Densham constrains both the 
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number and size of these chunks. Therefore Densham does not and can not provide the 
robust and valuable sustained evidence data collection provided by the claimed invention. 

b. The claimed invention recites extraction and transfer of sustained evidence 
data ihal has larse bandwidth while the prosram executes normally. The instant 
invention clearly describes and provides the structure to extract and transfer sustained 
data and then in some cases, transfer that sustained data to an evidence file. 

The stmcture and utility of extracting a sustained or streaming data set is set forth 
in the application as published in at least the following paragraphs. 



10166} Thf reporter also may pixividg prc'dBfuicti sus- 

tiiined in.stnicttnn-nrientct! rciiorter methods, such m 
ckrscrihed below. When such a reporfcr tacthott is invoked, 
it cxtracis and saves evidence approxiinately steadily, wiilil 
explicUly hailed. 



100471 As the reporter 33 extracts data from tijc reorder 

biiU'er 21, the repnrler 33 sends the exliacied d:if;i (o an 
vn-idence biitt'er 19 in t.2 cache. Advunla^eoualy. the roparltjf 

uses llie exisUng high-speetl dacy bus t8 in (he triuwier. 
In tills way, the reporter 33 is able to bad ihc evidence buflcr 
19 with Htfle inJerferenee lo the program operating on the 
centr.ii pnx'o.'isor, nn<l at a speed sufSctcnt to capliire fhc 
desircti levej ol' da{a detail. 



(0066) IConespondinu, .\ciiun} When Ihiti landmark 
occurs, ihen take the Jbliowiiig eonespojiding action, 
l''ifst, pause exeeutioji iiud iissigii a value lo the Imid- 
tiiark tlug. Sectjnd. exiniol iuid save iitinie data as 
evidence. Thinl, resume execution and steadily extract 
iiiid save a strCiini of diita m evidence. 



(01 ^2] -Swppii.se the t>peralor knows a distinct gtid clear-cut 
symptom, and hence has deiined a liindniark. During ©ieeii- 
tion, this kuidniark wilt occur afior the bug has occurred. r3y 
conlrtisl. some reporter methods uK- "s-iislained". To galher 
and .save rck'Mint evidence, these reporter nicthixls are to be 
sUirted before t!ie Biig. rheretbrc Uie symptom landmark is 
not useJiil to trigger Hiese RefKitler methods. Therefore tlie 
operator niay coilslrtiet a pr^-citKor hindmark. that occurs 
before the bug. lliis is usefiil to trigger sustained reporter 
methods. Thv s>'niptom landniatic is useful to terminate 
SHStftiiied reporter methods. 
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I016I! 'Ihtt rcponcf nmy provide pro-defineti siis- 
iLiiiiL'd block-oriented reporter inelhods, such us defined 
belosv. When such an reporter meihod is invokcti, this 
fliisljcs ,n biitVcr, then copies a block from cxecufioii to 
evidence- This is repeated for new blocks, tmlil this reporier 
liicthud is liaited. Sucii a reporter luctlwd mcludes a proce- 
dure tJial operates on Uie ivporler sequeiitial logic. TJiis 
interacts with the eoiiUvllers of ih>? ii)enior>' bienirehy 
described ;dx>\'c\ Suppose a block is irinnsferred down in tiiis 
hienircJiy. Aliiiosi siHuiltancously, the reporter niethott pro- 
ccdiin^ uses tliesc controllej-s, to transfer also a copy iatt> 
evidence ai n siiniliir or lower level, lixaniplcs of such 
reponer luellKKls foJlow. 



101761 {fliili} I];dt Operation of prc-ddmcd stislaiiiea 
reporler laethotl 



|0187j i lk: prcpiinitioti soriwarc rn;iy also iissist !hc opera- 
tor lu bpwify how to extract and siivc cvklcilce widi the 
rcptirlor. l he preparation software provides a list of iand- 
marks, and l)ic operator chooses anicmg these. 'Hie prepa- 
rsilion software provides o list of pro-dcriiicd reporter meth- 
ods, and the operator may choo.se one or more. I'or each 
sii-staiiicd reporter inctlitxl that is chosen, then litis operator 
provides a Us! of criteria 1o halt its operation. 



Accordingly, the specification sets out the structures, processes, and advantages 
of providing sustained evidence data. 

c. Densham does not pro vide for am> extraction ofsustaimddata.. Instead, 
Denham merely teaches a method and apparatus to generate an inten iipt signal which 
indicates the occurretice of one of a plurality of predetermined events, and to record a 
limited and discreet amount data describing this event. For each such an event, Densham 
records data that consists of one or a few addresses. As illustrated in the excepts below, 
Densham only teaches the extraction of a very limited set of data. 

At column 10, lines 6-13, Densham describes tliat a simple interrupt test generates 
an interrupt signal: 

■ • . Thus, an inteirupt test 
mstrxjction will result in generation of an interrupt signal by 
the SPIC when the data values read by the instruction from 
the two specified data locations are not equal. For this 
reason, the interrupt test instruction is termed an "intemtpt- 
if-not-equal instruction" (INE instruction) and will be 
referred to hereinafter as such. 
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At column 1 L lines 2-17, Densham describes that the inten upt signal is used to 
generate a limited amount of the inteiTupt data: 

■ • ■ .The ALU 13, under control of 
the instruction data on the control line 30, subtracts the data 
at location B from the data at location A and supplies the 
resulting "interrupt data" to the ouQ)ut38.The inteirupt data, 5 
i.e. the result of the subtraction, is supplied, via the multi- 
plexer 14, to the data ram 7c and written to location C. As 
the interrupt data is suppUed to the output 38 of the ALU 13, 
die state of the output 39 is set according to whether the data 
supplied to the input 35 from location A is equal to data 10 
supplied to the input 37 from location B. If the data values 
are equal. i.e. data^-data^O. the ou^ut 39 is set to logic 1. 
so that, after negation, logic 0 is input to the AND gate 40. 
HLowevCT, if data^-data^. logic I is input to the AND gate 
40. If. at the same time, the INE identification bit on control 15 
branch 42 is set. indicating that the instniction is an INE 
instruction, then an interrupt signal will be generated on the 
inteirupt output 43. 

At column 1 1, lines 37-60, Densham describes using the inteiTupt data, which is 

described as a very limited and discreet data set: 

As described above, the intentipt data produced by the 
INE instruction, i.e. the result of subtracting the data at 
locations A and B, is written to location C. It will be noted 
ttt& this data identifies whether an interrupt signal has been 40 
generated. This is because the interrupt data will be zero 
under normal circumstances (data^sdataj^), and non-zero 
only when an interrupt signal is generated (data^?tdataa). 
The addresses of the data locations C associated with all INE 
instructions in a given SPIC are stored in the control 45 
processor 26 on set-up. These addresses may be stored in the 
form of a look-up table, e.g. in a memoiy of the control 
processor, which associates the addresses with the particular 
events the occurrence of which would result in generation of 
an interrupt signal by the corresponding INE instructions, 50 
Thus, for each event which would require generation of an 
interrupt signal on detection during processing by the SPIC 
there is an associated INE instruction the data locations A, 
B of which are written to if an interrupt signal is to be 
generated as a result of detection of that event The data 53 
locations C of these INE instructions are tabled in the control 
processor against the events corresponding to the INE 
instructions. This provides a particularly convenient means 
for identifying the source of an interrupt signal received by 
the control iwocessor 26. 
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Accordingly, Densham does not provide any structure to record sustained data. 
Densham does not provide extraction or transfer of sustained evidence data. Also the 
stnicture of Densham does not and can not provide extraction or transfer sustained 
evidence data while the program cojitiniies to execute. 

Since Denshman does not disclose or have all the elements of the claimed 
invention, it therefore cannot anticipate independent claims 1 or 19. 

2. In paragraph 23 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 1 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F{1) above, the applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 1 is not 
anticipated by Densham. 



3. In paragraph 24 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides fiirther detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 2 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, tlie applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 2 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1, which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 



4. In paragraph 25 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 3 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F{1) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 3 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1 , which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 



5. In paragraph 26 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides flirther detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 4 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F{1) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 4 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1, which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 
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6. In paragraph 27 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 5 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfiilly submits that amended claim 5 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1 , which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

7. In paragraph 28 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 6 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(!) above, the applicant respectfliily submits that amended claim 6 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1, which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

8. In paragraph 29 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 7 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 7 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1 , which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

9. In paragraph 30 of the Office Actioji, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 8 under Densham, For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 8 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1 , which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

10. In paragraph 31 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 9 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 9 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 1 , which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 
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11 . In paragraph 32 of the Office Action, the Examiner pi-ovides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 10 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectftilly submits that claim 10 is not anticipated 
by Densham due to its dependence from claims 8 or 9 and claim 1, which are believed to 
be in condition for allowance. 

12. In paragraph 33 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 1 1 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 1 is not anticipated 
by Densham due to its dependence from claims 8 or 9 and claim 1, which are believed to 
be in condition for allowance. 

1 3. In paragraph 34 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides fmlher detail to 
the Exajiiiner's anticipation rejection of claim 12 under Densham. The applicant has 
cancelled claim 12, so this i-ejection is mooted. 

14. In paragraph 35 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 14 under Densham. The applicant has 
cancelled claim 14, so this rejection is mooted. 

1 5. In paragraph 36 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 15 under Densham. The applicant has 
cancelled claim 1 5, so this rejection is mooted. 

16. In paragraph 37 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 16 under Densham. The applicant has 
cancelled claim 16, so this rejection is mooted. 
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17. In paragraph 38 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 19 under Densham. . For the reasons set 
out in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 19 is 
not anticipated by Densham. 

1 8. In paragraph 39 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 20 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, tlie applicant respectftiUy submits that claim 20 is not anticipated 
by Densham due to its dependence from claim 19, which is believed to be in condition 
for allowance. 

19. In paragraph 40 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
the Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 21 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, the applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 21 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 19, which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

20. In paragraph 41 of the Office Action, the Examiner provides further detail to 
tlie Examiner's anticipation rejection of claim 22 under Densham. For the reasons set out 
in Section F(l) above, tlie applicant respectfully submits that amended claim 22 is not 
anticipated by Densham due to its dependence from claim 19, which is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 
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The aiJplicaiJt respectfully siibmifcs that fill pending claims are in a 
condition for allowance. Please direct aray gnestloxis or mrresponcknce to th 
midevsigiied attorney for the applicants. 



Ee^f5ect|id.ly,submitted, 

3110 Turnberry Way 
Jamul CA 91935 
'Pkmrn: 61 9-401-8008 
Fas: 6la-4pl-()8()8 



EXHIBIT 1 

Replacement Sheet 4 of 8 for Figure 4 
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